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REMARKS 

Clain^ 1-5 and 7-13 are pending in the application. Claims 1. 8. 12. and 13 have been 
amended and claims 14-26 have been added, leaving claims 1-5 and 7-26 for consideration upon 
eatry of the present Amendment Support for the amendment can be found in Figures 7 9 A, 9B 
andl0.andtheconespondingdescript,oninthespecificaiion. Applicants respectfully request ' 
reconsiderati^ in view of the Amendment and Remarks submitted herewith. 

The I xaminer has objected to the drawings under 37 CFR 1.83(a). The Examiner asserts 
thai the dr^wbgs do not show a first el^trode being absent from at least the drive circniit region 
Figure 7 iUu* trates the common cathode 167. which clearly indicates thai the common cathode 
167 IS not fo,med in the peripheral drive circuit region 251 (v^cal drive circuit 101, horizontal 

dnvecurcuit 120). Accordingly. Applicants respectfully request that this objection be 

withdrawn. 

Claims 1-13 stand rejected und«r 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yamada 
et al. (US 6.C 72.450). For an obviousness rejection to be proper, the Examiner must meet the 
burden of establishing that all elements of the invention are disclosed in the prior art; that the 
pnorartreUedupon^coupled^thkno^vledgegeneraUyavailableintheartatthetimeofth^ , 

mvention. m> ist contain some suggestion or incentive that would have motivated the skiUed 
artisan to modify a reference or combir^ed references; and that the proposed modification of the • 
pnor art must have had a reasonable expectation of success, detennined from the vantage point- 

ofthe skilled artisan at the time the invention was made. /«;^/V„e, 5 U.S.PQ.2d 1596 1598 

(Fed. Cir. 19S8); In Re Wilson, 165 U.S.P.Q. 494, 496 (C.CPA. 1970); Amgen v. Chugai 

Phamaceuti.^ls Co., 927 U.S.P.Q.2d, 1016. 1023 (Fed. Cir. 1996). 

me I xaminer asserts that Yamada teaches a substrate (101); an insulating layer (1 02)- a 

common catl,ode (107) and a discrete anode (103); and first and second driving display thin fihn 
transistorsai andT2). The Examiner also asserts that while Yamada does not disclose a 
penpheral dr.ving circuit and a commoa cathode absent from the driving circuit, one of ordinary 
sbU m the art would have reaHzed the desire to form a driving circuit surrounding a display 
region as shown by Yamada figure 7. as weU as a common cathode not being formed over the 
dnvmg circuit. The Examiner also ass.:rts that it is would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill m the art at the time of the invention to Ibnn aperipheral driving circuit because it is a 
common pra« tice in the art for driving :dl display TPT as well as not forming a cathode over the 
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driving circui". in order to reduce the processing step since there is no display region at the 
driving ciicui . region, common practice in the art. AppUcant lespectfiilly traverses. 

Qaims 1-5 and 7-13 include the following limitation: "a drive circuit region having a 
peripheral dri/e circuit that is integrated on said substrate" and a limitation that the cathode is 
disposed in tfce display pixel region and b absent from the drive circuit region. Yamada does not 
teach or suggest the either of those limit ations. 

Yama.la does not teach or suggest integrating the drive circuits on the same substrate as 
the pixel section and having a common cathode absent fiom the drive ciicuit region, First, it is 
not obvious to integrate the drive circuits on the same substrate as the pixel section. In addition, 
such a teaching cannot be inferred from the panel circuit diagram of Figure 7 (or any of the other 
drawings) of Yamada or the corresponding descriptions in the specification. Moreover, Yamada 
nowhere illustrates or describes having a cathode absent from the driving cireuit region. The 
Examiner stales that it would be obvious to not foimacathode ov^iie^^dng circuit in order to 
reduce the pr«.cessing step since there is no display region at a driving circuit region; however, 
when both thi; driving circuit region and the display pixel region are formed on the same 
substrate, a metal mask is used to cover the drive circuit region so that the cathode is absent from 
the drive circidt region. See page 16 lines 5-13. Thus, it is not obvious to fonn the cathode over 
the display pi tel and have it absent from the driving circuit Applicant respectfuUy.requests that 
the Examiner support his rejection by citing to a reference that teaches the limitations as claimed 
by Applicant 

In adcitioji, obviousness can only be established by combining or modiiying the 
teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, 
suggestion, o- motivation to do so found either in the references Aemselves or ia the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary sldll in the art. /« re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 
(Fed Cir. 19.S8); In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992); MPEP § 
2143.01. In 1 his case, there is no motivation in Yamada to have the cathode absent from the 
drive circuit region. Because Yamada does not teach or suggest integrating the peripheral drive 
circuit on die same substrate as the pixel section, there is no motivation in Yamada to have the 
cathode abse; it from the drive circuit region. 

Applicants fiirdier maintain thai the Eocaminer has used an improper standard in arriving 
at the rejecti<.n of the above claims. In applying Section 103, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
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Federal Circui t has consistently held tha t one mnst consider both the invention and the prior art 
"as a whole " act from improper hindsifiit gained from consideration of the claimed invention. 
SeeInt.rconn.ctPlanning Corp. v. Fell 211 U.S.P.Q. 543, 551 (Fed. Cir. 1985) and cases cited 
therein. Accc rding to the Interconnect court 

"[n]ot only must the claimed invention as a whole be evahaated, but ^^^^ 
the reJ erences as a whole, so tha t their teachings are applied m the conie^ of then: 
signifi cance to a technician at tb e time - a technician without our knowledge of 
the so ution." Id. 

In this case, the Examiner states that two limitations are missing from the Yamada 
reference and does not point to any reference that provides the teaching. Moreover, the 

Examiner dot« not point to any support for the assertion that it would be obvious to make the 
claimed invention. AppUcants submit that it is their disclosure diat provides the necessary 
teaching. It i. improper for the Examiner to use Applicants' specification as a road map to reject 
the claims. Thus, claims 1-5 and 7-13 ,,re patentable over Yamada. Accordingly, Applicants 
respectfully request tiiat this rejection be withdrawn. 

Newly added claims 14-17 are jOso allowable. First, each of those claims include the 
limitations described above and thus, fiwr the reasons already explained above, claims 14-17 are 
allowable. 

In ad^Ution. claims 14-17 are allowable for additional reasons. Each of the claims include 
the followinj; limitation: "said cathode includes an end portion that extends to an area between 
said display .>ixel region and said drive circuit region." Yamada does not teach or suggest that 
limitation, ^vs explained above, Yamada does not teach or suggest that the cathode is absent 
from the driving oiicuit region. Moreover, Yamada does not teach or suggest having an end 
portion of th. cathode extend to an area between the display pixel region and the drive circuit 
region. Accordingly, claims 14-17 are allowable for this addition reason. 

Claims 18-25 are also allowable claims. Claims 18-25 include the following limitations: 
«a drive circuit region having vertical :md hotizontal drive circuits that are located in a peripheral 
drive circuit region formed surrounding said display pixel region and are integrated on said 
substrate." tie cathode is absent from die drive circuit region, and the cathode comprises an 
opaque metid material and constitutes an vwennost layer of said electroluminescence element. 
Yamada doe s not teach or suggest those Umitations. As explained above, Yamada does not teach 
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^U««^o.le.*.«fc^^«^.^,„^^ ^^^^^^ J^^^^^ 
abo«, dam.. 18-25 are allowable claioK. «iPiaMM 

~-'>^---«-»^.la^of^al«^,^„2 
^^l..a..™e„ofabo««.«^,„„.^„^i^^^,^,,^^__^^^ 

^ve«c..fc^Mala..b.^„*ea,s.cl.«,«,e.na.,,,,taaU..loca.edo.*/ 

AppI,c«nB„sp«tMyr=,„catatl«Ex«m„»aliowoW 18-25 

f'«*™'>».dai««19,2,.2J,.,.25a«allc^led.i,nsfa«iditio,«,^, As 
^..^a..v.Va„.a..o«.«,«,_,^^^^,^^,^7;^ 

^r^. ''°-«r.Y.n^d.e,n«^hors.gg«,ha™gaa»dp«rto,offl. ' ' 
«K»^e«„^,3na^b«w«„^,U^^,^,,„^^^^^^^^/^^ 

Acco^glyAppBcants^especa^ 

^^™''°"*°»-'°™*'"<^ ^«Plaino<.abo™.y.„adado=a„„,«acl.or ' 

Examiner allow Claims 26. '"••nae 

2APP..-«-a«™ey,w„„l,,«..»^„,^^^^^^„„^ 
cordiaJlyrequestedto telephone the undersigned. 
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